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Abstract
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1 Introduction

Academic cheating is prevalent among students in many stages of education. In one large-scale survey,

the majority of students (76%) admit that they have cheated at least once in high school or college (Davis

et al., 1992). Cheating is an issue not only in educational settings but also in performance environ-

ments in firms, where workers may unduly benefit from others’ effort or put forward a high performance

without having worked for it. In performance contexts, cheating can be a response to challenging perfor-

mance goals (Ordóñez et al., 2009), competitive environments (Schwieren and Weichselbaumer, 2010;

Cartwright and Menezes, 2014), bonus-based payment schemes (Gill et al., 2013), or performance eval-

uations by managers (Rosaz and Villeval, 2012). Given its costs to the society, such as an inefficient

allocation of resources, preventing cheating is an important goal for policymakers. In the context of

creative output, for example, governments aim to protect intellectual property and prevent copying of

innovative work through institutional measures such as patent protection. In education, significant re-

sources are devoted to stringent monitoring of students or the development of anti-plagiarism software,

while some educational institutions adopt “honor codes” to create a no-cheating culture and to promote

academic integrity.1 Cheating in the school context is one of the earliest forms of dishonest behavior that

an individual can display. Dishonest behavior in childhood that is not checked can potentially become a

personality trait that persists into adulthood, given that many personality traits seem to be longitudinally

stable (Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; Gervais et al., 2000). In fact, increasing rates of cheating behavior

at a young age has become a concern for parents as well as educators (Shellenbarger, 2013). In order

to understand how a no-cheating culture can be established from early on, it is important to know who

among children cheats, and under what circumstances.

In this paper, we study cheating behavior among a large sample of elementary school children in the

context of a creative performance task where it is easy to imitate others’ work. Although cheating is

known to be widespread, it is difficult to obtain data on it in real life academic or performance settings

due to measurement issues. We implement a novel experimental design that allows clear identification of

cheating in a performance context at the individual level in a real classroom setting. We define cheating

as presenting output that is not one’s own. Specifically, we distribute two different types of booklets

that contain different sample answers to children who are sitting next to each other. We detect cheating

by the presence of the sample answer from the peer’s booklet on one’s own sheet. Complementing this

measure with a rich dataset that includes many student characteristics such as gender, risk and time

preferences, altruism, IQ, and household characteristics enables us to study the predictors of cheating

at the individual level. In addition, we randomly vary the incentive structure in the performance task:

while a random subset of children receives extrinsic rewards for performance, a random subset does

not. Through this, we investigate (1) whether introducing (absolute) performance incentives increases

cheating behavior as compared to a setting where there are no extrinsic rewards to performance, (2)

whether there are individual characteristics that predict how cheating behavior responds to incentives.

In performance contexts, different types of individuals may have different levels of intrinsic motiva-

tion to do well. Extrinsic rewards, along with intrinsic motivation, affects the perceived returns to a high

performance, and therefore to cheating. The relationship between incentives and cheating may be more

intricate in the current setting of creative output, where extrinsic incentives may not promote performance

as much as they do in other types of real effort tasks (Erat and Gneezy, 2016; Charness and Grieco, 2018;
1For a detailed review, see McCabe et al. (2001)
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Eckartz et al., 2012). Extrinsic incentives are important to study in childhood in particular. In the ele-

mentary school context, incentives may be more variable, as teachers tend to have leeway in how much

extrinsic rewards/punishment to use to motivate students. In this sense, it is important to understand

how the structuring of rewards in early education affects children’s cheating behavior. Furthermore, the

effects of incentives may be heterogeneous across individuals. For example, while incentives increase

the material benefit of cheating for everyone, they may also bring about costs to those who care about

morality. Similarly, the cheating behavior of those who already have high intrinsic motivation to do well

may be less affected by incentives, and high intrinsic motivation in turn may stem from individual or

family characteristics. Our unique data allow us to uncover such heterogeneity.

Dishonest behavior and its relationship with incentives has been studied in different strands of the

education, psychology, and economics literatures. In education, numerous studies point out that motiva-

tion towards extrinsic outcomes such as performance or grade rather than the pursuit of intrinsic goals

such as learning and improvement are associated with higher rates of cheating behavior (Anderman et al.,

1998; Jordan, 2001; Murdock and Anderman, 2006). However, these studies rely on self-reported rather

than actual behavioral cheating measures. There are only a few studies in the economics literature that

investigate how incentives affect actual cheating behavior. Using field data, Jacob and Levitt (2003) find

that teachers’ cheating is responsive to small changes in incentives such as promotion and probation.

Martinelli et al. (2015) use a large dataset from a policy intervention which investigates the effect of

explicit cash incentives to both high-school students and teachers on achievement, and find that cheating

is more prevalent when incentives are provided only to students, compared to the no incentive treatments

or incentives only to teachers.

Dishonest behavior has been widely studied in the economics literature in the context of lying and

misreporting information.2 Experiments document significant heterogeneity in individuals’ lying be-

havior, and show that people do not always lie when lying is optimal. In order to measure lying, two

major types of tasks are used in the literature. The first type involves flipping a coin (Bucciol and Pi-

ovesan, 2011; Houser et al., 2012), rolling a die (Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi, 2013), or solving a set

of math problems (Mazar et al., 2008) in private and reporting the outcomes to the experimenter. In these

experiments, payoffs of the subjects depend on the reported outcome instead of the privately observed

outcome, thus there is an incentive to misreport. Lying is elicited at the aggregate level, by compar-

ing the sample distribution of lying with the true, objective distribution of the state. The second type

involves sender-receiver games (Gneezy, 2005), where senders choose a signal to send to the receiver,

again about a privately-observed state. Senders have the chance to misreport the payoff structure to the

receiver, and lying has monetary benefits for the sender. Sender-receiver games allow identification of

individual cheaters.

Whether incentives increase lying has been a major question in this literature also, with mixed results:

while in die-rolling-type games Fischbacher and Föllmi-Heusi (2013) and Mazar et al. (2008) find that

lying does not increase with incentives, in sender-receiver games incentives have been mainly found

to promote dishonest behavior (Gneezy, 2005; Erat and Gneezy, 2012; Sutter, 2009). Dishonesty in

laboratory games has also been found to predict real-life misconduct. Cohn and Maréchal (2018) show

that students’ cheating behavior in the lab predicts rule-violating behavior in school, and Dai et al. (2017)

find that lying behavior in the lab predicts fare-dodging behavior in the field.
2For reviews, see Irlenbusch and Villeval (2015) and Rosenbaum et al. (2014).

3



In the particular sample of children, there are few economics studies that investigate dishonest behav-

ior, and none on cheating in performance contexts. Bucciol and Piovesan (2011) study lying in children

between the ages of 5 and 15 in a field experiment and find that children lie when it is profitable to do

so and they are not observed. Using a similar task, Glätzle-Rützler and Lergetporer (2015) find that a

substantial amount of children lie, and that lying decreases with age. Maggian and Villeval (2016) find

that children with stronger social preferences have a higher cost of lying and thus, are less likely to lie,

even when lying would benefit others without any monetary cost to the liar. The psychology literature on

dishonest behavior in children is larger. One strand of this literature studies the development of children’s

understanding of different types of ownership and their reactions to plagiarism (Kanngiesser et al., 2010),

showing that at the age of 6, children understand that plagiarism is wrong (Olson and Shaw, 2011). One

of the reasons for this dislike is reputational concerns, as children understand that copying other’s work

negatively influences one’s reputation (Shaw and Olson, 2015). Another strand focuses on the correlates

of lying behavior in children. Although theory of mind is associated with prosocial development and

other regarding motives in children, it has also been found to promote dishonest behavior (Talwar and

Lee, 2008). A major finding that emerges from this literature is that theory of mind skills, high executive

functioning, and moral understanding of lies are associated with higher rates of lying (Talwar and Lee,

2008; Ding et al., 2015, 2018).

Our results show that a significant proportion of children, more than one third, cheat. Extrinsic

rewards for better performance do not increase cheating rates among children in this creative performance

context, as compared to a setting where children only have intrinsic motivation to do well. There are

certain characteristics that predict cheating: higher IQ and higher socioeconomic status are associated

with a higher likelihood of cheating, while risk and time preferences or parenting styles have no robust

direct effect. Although incentives on average do not affect the cheating rate, there are interesting patterns

across different types of children in terms of how their cheating responds to incentives. In particular,

children with altruistic preferences cheat less when cheating will bring extrinsic rewards, that is, when

their action will provide tangible undeserved benefits and possibly lead to advantageous inequality.

By using a unique data set that includes individual, school-related and family-related characteristics,

our data allow a comprehensive study of performance-type cheating in children, in the novel context

of creativity. Our paper is the first to uncover heterogeneity in response to incentives, although we

find no aggregate effect. From one perspective, this suggests that previous results on the link between

individual characteristics (e.g. social preferences) and dishonest behavior may be crucially dependent

on the incentive structure. On the flipside, it highlights the importance of collecting data on individual

characteristics when studying the effects of incentives on dishonest behavior. Cheating, especially if

unchecked, may decrease the motivation to work hard towards difficult tasks, and may lead to negative

multiplier effects in later academic life. It is therefore important to create a classroom setting early

on in education, where honest behavior is the norm. In the elementary school context, where rewards

may be less steep and incentive schemes (such as grading, rewards and punishment) more flexible, it is

important to understand what kind of incentive policies to implement to reduce cheating, and whether

different types of children will respond to incentives differently. Given that children are also affected

by peers’ cheating, the results may have implications for how to group students as well. In this sense,

our results have implications for educational interventions that can be designed at the elementary school

level, and their potential effects on dishonest behavior.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the experimental design and proce-

dures, Section 3 describes the data and the results of the analysis and Section 4 concludes.

2 Experimental Design

2.1 Elicitation of Cheating Behavior in a Creative Performance Context

Our experimental design puts forward a novel way of measuring cheating behavior in the context of a

real effort task. A cheater in our setup is one who copies an answer from another child (who sits next

to him/her), with or without the other’s knowledge. Cheating in our context is an unethical action that

benefits only the cheater, while it does not immediately harm or benefit any other children. In this sense,

our design mimics unilateral academic cheating in a setting without competition, where students copy

from others to be better off themselves. However, it should be noted that since all students eventually

compete for university spots and jobs, cheating inevitably results in others being harmed in the longer-

run.

We measure cheating in a real-effort creative performance context, using a modified version of the

Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (TTCT-Figural)(Torrance, 1966). This task is designed to test the

ability to think divergently3 and is a widely used measure of creativity (Kim, 2006; Almeida et al.,

2008). The test involves the completion of a blank geometric shape to create a meaningful figure. There

are two periods in our creativity task, where in the first period, the shapes to be completed are circles, and

in the second period they are two parallel lines. Figure 1 presents the two different picture completion

tasks we use in our experiment.

Figure 1: Shapes in the Creativity Task

(a) Circle Completion Task (b) Line Completion Task

In each period, there are two stages. In the first stage, children are given 12 identical geometrical

shapes and are asked to complete those shapes to produce as many meaningful objects as possible in 2

minutes. They are asked to identify each object and write down the name of the object below the shape
3Divergent thinking is a way of problem-solving where a problem does not have a single solution. In contrast, convergent

thinking requires a single solution to a problem, such as mathematical or analytical problem.
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drawn.4 In the second stage, only one blank shape (the same shape in the first step) is given. Now,

children are asked to complete the single shape to produce the most original object that they can think

of, that is, one that has been found by the lowest number of other students. 5 These two different goals

measure two important aspects of creativity: fluency and originality.

Against this background, we implement our novel design for eliciting cheating behavior. To mea-

sure cheating, we use the first period of the creativity task, where children work on completing circles.

First, we create two different booklets which have two different sample pre-drawn objects in the circle

completion task. These two objects are “ice-cream” and “microphone”, which are given in Figure 2. We

chose to use these two objects as examples, since they were not drawn by anyone in a pilot sample of

similar children. We then distribute the booklets such that children sitting together on the same desk get

different booklets, one with the ice-cream and one with the microphone example.6 To create a setting

where cheating is possible, we did not ask children to put any separators between them. However, as

in any other test they go through, children were explicitly instructed that they should not look at others’

answers but do the task individually. In this setting, we define cheating by the existence of the other

booklet’s sample object among a child’s answers in the circle completion task. That is, if a child does not

have microphone (ice-cream) as a pre-drawn example in her own booklet but draws it, she is classified

as having cheated. Notice that cheating may occur either in the first stage (where children are asked to

draw as many objects as possible ) or in the second stage (where children are asked to provide one object

they think is most original). The creativity task allows us to elicit cheating in a way that is similar to real

life academic cheating easily and efficiently, by providing an easily visible object that can be copied and

can be confirmed to be “copied”. In the second period where the task is now to complete a set of two

parallel lines into a meaningful shape, children are instructed to put separators between them, essentially

preventing cheating. The second period, then allows a measure of creativity.

In this context, we implement two treatments: performance incentives and no incentives, where some

classes are randomly assigned to the former treatment and some to the latter. In the incentive treatment,

children are able to earn gifts depending on their performance in the creativity task. Specifically, for

the first stage, they earn one gift token per every valid object they draw. For the second stage, they

earn one gift token if their answer is classified as original, and zero if not. This is determined based on

whether their answer has been given by less than 10% of the children in a pilot sample in another school

(children know this). In the no-incentive treatment, children are not given any incentives for performance.

However, they are still told that the goal is to find “as many meaningful objects as possible” in the first

stage, and to draw the most original object they can (one that has not been drawn by many other students

in the pilot sample) in the second stage. Our ex-ante hypothesis when manipulating incentives is that

performance incentives will increase the cheating rate on average, but we hypothesize that this effect

will be heterogeneous across individual characteristics that may determine the perceived benefits and

costs to cheating. In the next subsections, we present the elicitation method of these characteristics and

our hypotheses on their overall effects on cheating as well as their interactions with incentives.
4There are some limitations to the objects that can be drawn. Children are not allowed to draw very similar objects and

give them different names (for example, building and house -or football and basketball- are counted as one valid answer). In
addition, drawing numbers (10, 100), letters (letter H, N) or geometric shapes (circle, rectangle) is not allowed, and this is
known beforehand.

5Children are allowed to draw one of the answers that they have drawn in step 1, or an entirely new answer if they want to.
6In Turkish elementary schools, the standard seating arrangement is such that two students sit next to each other on a long

desk with a bench. We take note of the few classes which do not have a traditional seating arrangement and control for it in our
analysis.

6



Figure 2: Sample Shapes Provided

2.2 Elicitation of Student Characteristics: IQ, Risk, Time and Other Regarding Prefer-
ences

In order to be able to correlate cheating behavior with individual characteristics that may determine the

benefits and costs to cheating, we elicit risk, time, and other regarding preferences, as well as cognitive

ability. We have several ex-ante hypotheses as regards how these individual characteristics may affect

cheating. A negative relationship between social preferences and dishonesty has been documented in

several studies (Maggian and Villeval, 2016; Kerschbamer et al., 2017). In our setup, although there is

no direct cost of cheating to other parties, we expect a similar relationship to hold in our setup, as altruists

may be expected to be in general more moral. From the literature, little is known about the relationship

between experimentally elicited risk and time preferences and dishonest behavior. Risk preferences may

potentially play a role in children’s cheating, since cheating requires undertaking a risky action that may

have negative consequences. Our ex-ante hypothesis here is that more risk averse children will cheat less.

Similarly, patient children may be less likely to cheat, if cheating is a type of impulsive behavior that

may be regretted later. We also expect that preference parameters will have interesting interactions with

incentives, in terms of their effects on cheating. We expect that while the risk averse will be less likely to

cheat in the absence of extrinsic rewards, they may be enticed to cheat by incentives, whereas incentives

may not affect risk tolerant individuals’ cheating as much. The impatient may also be more enticed by

the extrinsic rewards, and their cheating may increase in response to incentives. Incentives both increase

the material benefit and the moral cost of cheating, since rewards are now tangible and individuals may

feel that they are not entitled to the rewards they receive. Given that these rewards lead to advantageous

inequality, we expect that altruists will cheat less in the presence of incentives.

We measure students’ risk attitudes by using an individual decision-making task, which is a modified

version of the risk task used in Charness and Gneezy (2010). Children are given an endowment of 5

tokens (which corresponds to 5 gifts) and are asked to invest these tokens into risky and riskless options.

While the tokens invested in the risky option are tripled in the good state, they are lost in the bad state.

The outcome is determined by a random draw of a ball from an opaque bag containing one yellow (good

state) and one purple (bad state) ball.

In order to elicit time preferences, we use an allocation task based on Andreoni and Sprenger (2012).

Here, children are given an endowment of 5 tokens, and they are asked to decide how to allocate their

endowments between today and 1 week later, described to children as putting tokens in the “today bowl”

versus the “one week later bowl”. Waiting has a return: each token placed in the “one week later bowl”
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brings an extra half token, so a child who wants to invest all of his/her endowment will be able to get

7.5 gifts one week later. Children are described their choice set as in Figure 3 and are asked to make

a choice between 6 possible allocations. In order to mitigate any credibility issues, we inform children

that we will leave any future gifts at a designated office at the school building with the permission of

the school administration, and that they will be able to collect them exactly one week later. Finally, we

use a modified version of the dictator game to elicit children’s other-regarding preferences. Here, we ask

children how many gifts they would like to donate (if any) to children in a different school that we are

unable to visit.

In psychology, lying behavior is associated with theory of the mind, which is in turn related to

IQ. However, in the psychology and economics literatures, no consensus has been reached on the link

between cognitive ability and academic cheating.7 On the one hand, lower-ability students may “need” a

good performance more than higher-ability students. On the other hand, higher-ability students may care

more about a good outcome. Moreover, in our setup of creative performance, cheating may in fact be a

“solution” that may occur more easily to smarter students. We use a version of the Raven’s Progressive

Matrices test to elicit children’s cognitive ability (Raven et al., 2003) and shed light on the link between

IQ and cheating, as well as its response to incentives.

Figure 3: Intertemporal Choices

2.3 Household and Family Characteristics

In addition to creative performance, cheating and economic preferences, we also collect data on a wide

set of family characteristics. One major characteristic here is family wealth.8 Given studies that have

found a positive association between unethical behavior and high social class (Piff et al., 2012), we may

expect children from relatively richer families to cheat more, especially if they also have higher intrinsic

motivation to do well in this type of performance context. Wealthier students may drive less benefit from

material incentives, which may lead to a lesser response to incentives for them than for less wealthy

students.
7The majority of the psychology studies, which rely on self-reports, suggest that poor performers cheat more (Bunn et al.,

1992; Nowell and Laufer, 1997; Roig and Caso, 2005; Teixeira and Rocha, 2010). In economics, Schwieren and Weichsel-
baumer (2010) study the effect of competitive environments on cheating in a maze task, and find that poor performers cheat
significantly more than high performers in the presence of competition. In contrast, (Yaniv et al., 2017) find that higher achievers
cheat more in a general-knowledge quiz.

8Although most of our students are from middle-lower SES given that our sample comes from public schools, there is still
some variation in our data across income/wealth.
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Another set of characteristics relate to parenting. Parental investment has been shown to be an im-

portant factor in children’s development and preferences in recent studies (Cunha and Heckman, 2007;

Francesconi and Heckman, 2016; Alan et al., 2017). Indeed, certain types of child-rearing practices

such as authoritative parenting is associated with higher school achievement and lower levels of school

misconduct (Lamborn et al., 1991). Authoritativeness is generally characterized by parents with high

expectation and high responsiveness, where responsiveness involves parental warmth and nurturing. In

the psychology literature, parenting styles have been shown to be predictive of children’s future lying

behavior in several studies (Lavoie et al., 2016; Ma et al., 2015; Popliger et al., 2011). In the context of

our creative performance task, parenting styles may both directly affect cheating, and also its response

to incentives. The way that parents approach their children is likely to be related to how important doing

well per se is for these children, and whether a dishonest action may be justified. For example, children

whose parents have stronger expectations of success may be more likely to cheat, even in the absence of

incentives.

In order to collect data on household and family characteristics, we use two separate questionnaires:

one for students and one for their teachers. The student survey includes questions about themselves

as well as their family environment including parenting styles. Parenting dimensions are created based

on a questionnaire developed in Paterson and Sanson (1999) and adapted to Turkish by Yagmurlu and

Sanson (2009). In light of the previous literature on parenting values and behaviors, we construct four

measures for parenting styles: Effort, punishment, warmth, and expectation. These variables summarize

the mother’s and father’s attitude towards children, and reported by children separately for each family

member. The “effort” variable is a measure of how involved each parent is with the children’s progress

in school. The second measure, punishment (or control) involves behavior that is intended to modify and

punish children’s behavior. Parental warmth includes positive behaviors such as displaying affection or

love. Parents’ expectations for their children’s school attainment stand for how much they expect their

children to be more successful than other children. Appendix II shows the questions that correspond to

each of the parenting style variables. For measuring the socioeconomic status of the family, we use data

coming from a teacher’s questionnaire, where the teacher provides information on each child and her

family.

2.4 Data and Procedures

Our unique data come from a field experiment conducted in elementary schools in Istanbul during

November 2014, and was collected entirely for the purpose of the experiments reported in this paper

within a fresh sample. That is, the students in this sample were not exposed to any of the educational

interventions reported in Alan and Ertac (2018) and Alan et al. (2016). The sample consists of 720 third-

graders from 31 classes in 10 randomly selected state elementary schools, 338 (47%) girls and 382 (53%)

boys.9 The average age of our students is 8. The study was done with permission from the Directorate of

Education and approved by the Koc University IRB. The data collection was performed by visiting each

classroom for two lecture hours on a single day.
911 students with cognitive difficulties, and 29 students who sat alone at the time of the experiment are excluded from the

sample.
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3 Results

A significant percentage of the children, 34% of them, cheat in the creativity task, that is, draw a mi-

crophone when their own example is ice-cream and vice versa.10 In the first stage of the first period

when cheating is possible, cheaters have a performance of 2.7 shapes drawn, whereas non-cheaters have

an output of 2.5 (the difference is insignificant, with p = 0.2622 in a Mann-Whitney test). Rewards,

on average, do not seem to motivate children to cheat more, with 34% of children cheating in both the

incentivized and the unincentivized treatment (χ2 test, p = 0.948). Below, we provide detailed analyses

on the determinants of cheating behavior and heterogeneity in cheating in response to incentives. In

particular, we consider individual characteristics such as gender, cognitive ability and time/risk/social

preferences, as well as family characteristics such as SES and parenting styles.

3.1 Economic Preferences, Cognitive Ability and Gender

Table 1 presents logistic regressions with marginal effects where the dependent variable is whether the

child cheats or not. Column (1) analyzes the relationship between incentives and cheating. Our results

confirm that financial incentives do not have a significant effect on cheating behavior. This result is robust

to the inclusion of children’s economic preference variables or student/family characteristics (columns

2, 3, 4 and 5). 11

Column (2) analyzes the effect of gender as well as IQ on the likelihood of cheating. In our sample

girls are more likely to cheat than men (p = 0.0452). Overall, 37% of girls and 31% of boys cheat.12 In

regressions, this result is significant when economic preferences and family characteristics are controlled

for (columns 3 and 5). In addition, we find that children with higher scores in the Raven’s progressive

matrices test (higher IQ children) are more likely to cheat. A two sided Mann-Whitney test also confirms

that cheaters have significantly higher IQ than non-cheaters (χ2 test, p = 0.0003). Figure 4(a) and

(b) show the kernel density plots and cumulative distributions for Raven’s test scores respectively, for

cheaters and non cheaters. We see that the distribution of cheaters’ and non-cheaters’ IQ are independent

(Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, p = 0.000). Also cheaters’ IQ stochastically dominates IQ of non-cheaters

(Figure 4 (b)). While this may at first sound counterintuitive, it may be that for these children (who

are also likely to be more motivated), achieving a good performance is more important. In terms of

overall cheating behavior, we find a small but signifcant negative effect of altruism on the likelihood to

cheat, where more altruistic children are less likely to cheat (p<0.1, column 3). However, risk and time

preferences have no direct relationship with cheating behavior.

To investigate the heterogeneity in cheating behavior in response to incentives, we estimate the same

regressions for the incentive and no-incentive conditions separately in columns 6-13, allowing the re-

gression coefficients to differ across treatments. Children with higher cognitive skills cheat significantly

more in both treatments (columns 6 and 10), and the difference between the coefficients is not statis-
10Around 4.8% of the children draw microphone or ice-cream again, although it was given to them as an example. We do

not consider them to be cheaters, unless they copied the shape from the other booklet.
11In order to measure the strength of incentives, we use an incidential measure which is the number of invalid answers

provided by children during the creativity task. These answers include numbers (10, 100), letters (letter H, N) or geometric
shapes (circle, rectangle) as well as the pre-drawn shapes. When we test the number of invalid answers across incentive
treatments, we find that under the incentive condition children make less errors or provide less invalid answers for both tasks
(Mannn-Whitney test, p<0.01).

12In economics studies of dishonesty, in general men have been found to be more likely to act dishonestly (Dreber and
Johannesson, 2008; Friesen and Gangadharan, 2012; Conrads et al., 2013)).
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tically significant across the incentive and no-incentive conditions (p = 0.9453). Boys cheat less than

girls in the no-incentive treatment (column 6), but we find no effect of gender on cheating in the incen-

tive treatment (column 10). However, gender coefficients in the incentive and no-incentive conditions

are not significantly different than each other (p = 0.3019). A major finding that comes out of this

regression is that altruistic children cheat less in the presence of incentives (column 11). The coefficient

of altruism in the incentive condition is significantly different than its effect in the no incentive condi-

tion (p = 0.0235). This result suggests that children with other regarding preferences are sensitive to

unethically earned tangible rewards. This result is interesting in several aspects. First, it supports recent

findings in the literature which suggest that altruists are more averse to lying (Maggian and Villeval,

2016; Kerschbamer et al., 2017), and shows that this result holds in a setting with extrinsic incentives but

may not when incentives are not present.

Figure 4: Raven Score by Cheating
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Next, we look at how cheating behavior responds to the interaction of altruism with incentives in

more detail. The first point to note here is that incentives (having received rewards in the creativity

task) do not significantly increase the propensity for altruism: while 38% of children in the no incentive

treatment donate a positive amount, 40% do in the incentive treatment (χ2 test, p = 0.557). Figure 5

shows the percentage of children who cheat during the experiment, by incentives, and by altruism. First,

we find no statistically significant relationship between cheating behavior and altruism in general (χ2

test, p = 0.148). In the no incentive treatment, cheating rates are 36% and 38% of for the non-altruistic

children and altruistic children respectively, and the difference is not statistically significant (χ2 test,

p = 0.740). On the other hand, altruistic children cheat 12 percentage points less than non-altruistic

children in the presence of material rewards. 40% of the non-altruistic children and 27% of altruistic

students cheat in the incentivized test, and this difference is significant at 5% level (χ2 test, p = 0.021).

This result suggests that children with other regarding preferences act more morally responsible when

given a chance to materially benefit from an unethical act.
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Figure 5: Incentives, Altruism and Cheating
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3.2 Household and Family Characteristics

Our data also include a set of variables related to household characteristics and parenting styles. Parental

effort, punishment and warmth are constructed by the sum of the four questions shown in Appendix II.

The parental expectation variable is a binary variable which takes the value of 1 if at least one parent

has high expectations about the success of the child, and zero otherwise.13 In all the regressions with

parenting styles, we control for the children’s gender and IQ to control for their possible effects on

parents’ behavior. We find that high expectations on the part of parents for their children’s success

have a positive relationship with cheating behavior in a regression where children’s gender and IQ are

controlled for, while parental effort, punishment or warmth has no effect on cheating (Table 1, column

4). We find that parental warmth increases the likelihood of cheating in the incentive treatment (columns

12-13). We also observe that higher parental expectation increases the likelihood of cheating in the

no-incentive treatment only (columns 8-9). This result suggests that children of parents with higher

expectations might be indeed more intrinsically motivated to be more successful than the children of

parents with lower expectations, which may in turn lead to unethical actions.

Family wealth is reported by the teacher about each child using a 1-5 Likert scale.14 We find that

children who come from higher SES (socioeconomic status) families cheat significantly more than chil-

dren from lower-SES families. This difference is sizeable: while 45% of high SES children cheat, this

percentage is 31% for low SES ones (χ2 test, p = 0.005). Column 5 in Table 1 shows the effect of

parenting styles and family wealth on overall cheating behavior. We find that children from higher SES

families cheat more, and this effect is somewhat higher in the no incentive treatment (column 5). In the

no-incentive condition, 31% of the low income children, and 47% of the high-income children cheat (χ2

test, p = 0.029), while in the incentive condition the cheating rate is 31% and 43% respectively, for low

and high income children (χ2 test, p = 0.078).

13If the parenting style variable is missing for a single family member, we use the other family member’s parenting style to
construct the overall parenting style.

14Due to the low incidence of certain categories in the distribution, we convert the family wealth variable to a binary variable
(High SES, Low SES).
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Table 1: Determinants of Cheating

All No Incentive Incentive

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Piece Rate Incentives -0.002 -0.002 -0.012 -0.004 -0.016

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Student Characteristics:
Male -0.050 -0.077∗ -0.065 -0.091∗∗ -0.088∗ -0.127∗∗ -0.125∗∗ -0.153∗∗ -0.014 -0.023 -0.017 -0.052

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Raven Score 0.065∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗∗ 0.060∗∗∗ 0.044 0.066∗∗∗ 0.047∗ 0.052∗ 0.043 0.064∗∗ 0.073∗∗ 0.074∗∗ 0.049

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Economic Preferences:
Altruism -0.064∗ -0.061∗ -0.049 0.011 0.007 0.041 -0.137∗∗∗ -0.131∗∗∗ -0.122∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Risk -0.009 -0.008 -0.017 0.004 -0.005 -0.005 -0.018 -0.011 -0.029

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Patience 0.010 0.014 -0.009 0.023 0.027 0.001 0.000 -0.002 -0.029

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
Parenting Styles:
Effort -0.022 -0.029 -0.041 -0.050 -0.012 -0.019

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
Warmth 0.033 0.012 -0.004 -0.054 0.075∗∗ 0.074∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)
Punishment -0.017 -0.009 -0.030 0.012 -0.000 -0.022

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Expectation 0.103∗∗ 0.089 0.179∗ 0.204∗ 0.057 0.023

(0.05) (0.06) (0.09) (0.11) (0.07) (0.08)
Household Characteristics
High Income 0.121∗∗∗ 0.110 0.121∗

(0.05) (0.07) (0.07)
N 720 720 616 584 450 350 294 275 191 370 322 309 259

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Coefficient estimates are from logit regressions where the dependent variable is cheating behavior, which takes the value of 1 if student cheats in the

creativity task, 0 otherwise. Raven score, risk, and patience are standardized. Marginal effects are reported. Standard errors are clustered at the teacher (classroom) level.
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One concern related to our empirical approach is that since we are examining subsets of the data, we

are checking many hypotheses at the same time, which may lead to spurious results. In order to check

the robustness of our findings, we perform multiple comparison tests using the Bonferroni correction

method. This method corrects the familywise errors resulting from testing multiple hypotheses at the

same time. Table 2 replicates our main results with unadjusted and adjusted p-values. Unadjusted p-

values are given in parantheses while multiple comparison-adjusted p-values are given in brackets. This

table shows that the results on IQ and high income being positively related to cheating are robust, as

well as the interaction between altruism and incentives in cheating. However, we lose significance on

the results regarding parenting styles and gender. To reiterate, adjusting for multiple hypotheses testing

leaves us with the following main results: 1) higher-IQ children are more likely to cheat, 2) higher-SES

children are more likely to cheat, 3) altruistic children are less likely to cheat under material incentives.

In the Appendix, we further provide robustness checks with a regression with two extra controls: the

booklet the child gets (with the microphone or ice-cream example) and the type of seating arrangement

in the class (Appendix I, Table A1).15 Our results still hold after controlling for these variables.

15In our sample, 74% of the classrooms have a traditional desk arrangement, while 26% of the classrooms have non-standard
desk arrangements.

14



Table 2: Multiple Comparison Test

All No Incentive Incentive

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Piece Rate Incentives -0.002 -0.002 -0.012 -0.004 -0.016

(0.949) (0.966) (0.748) (0.929) (0.738)
[0.949] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000]

Student Characteristics:
Male -0.050 -0.077 -0.065 -0.091 -0.088 -0.127 -0.125 -0.153 -0.014 -0.023 -0.017 -0.052

(0.175) (0.051) (0.108) (0.048) (0.071) (0.023) (0.026) (0.019) (0.802) (0.674) (0.763) (0.422)
[0.525] [0.308] [1.000] [0.527] [0.141] [0.116] [0.233] [0.194] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000]

Raven Score 0.065∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗ 0.060∗ 0.044 0.066∗∗ 0.047 0.052 0.043 0.064∗ 0.073 0.074 0.049
(0.001) (0.003) (0.007) (0.131) (0.007) (0.051) (0.083) (0.358) (0.050) (0.022) (0.026) (0.176)
[0.003] [0.019] [0.072] [1.000] [0.015] [0.254] [0.751] [1.000] [0.099] [0.112] [0.235] [1.000]

Economic Preferences:
Altruism -0.064 -0.061 -0.049 0.011 0.007 0.041 -0.137∗∗ -0.131∗∗ -0.122∗

(0.088) (0.100) (0.248) (0.823) (0.905) (0.501) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005)
[0.528] [0.997] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [0.014] [0.029] [0.053]

Risk -0.009 -0.008 -0.017 0.004 -0.005 -0.005 -0.018 -0.011 -0.029
(0.650) (0.693) (0.482) (0.820) (0.801) (0.857) (0.573) (0.750) (0.440)
[1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000]

Patience 0.010 0.014 -0.009 0.023 0.027 0.001 0.000 -0.002 -0.029
(0.608) (0.538) (0.723) (0.436) (0.451) (0.983) (0.991) (0.933) (0.235)
[1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000]

Parenting Styles:
Effort -0.022 -0.029 -0.041 -0.050 -0.012 -0.019

(0.349) (0.363) (0.177) (0.253) (0.715) (0.630)
[1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000]

Warmth 0.033 0.012 -0.004 -0.054 0.075 0.074
(0.241) (0.709) (0.929) (0.234) (0.036) (0.079)
[1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [0.325] [0.793]

Punish -0.017 -0.009 -0.030 0.012 -0.000 -0.022
(0.505) (0.745) (0.387) (0.772) (0.991) (0.604)
[1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000] [1.000]

Expect 0.103 0.089 0.179 0.204 0.057 0.023
(0.049) (0.145) (0.052) (0.061) (0.400) (0.763)
[0.492] [1.000] [0.472] [0.615] [1.000] [1.000]

Household Characteristics
High Income 0.121∗ 0.110 0.121

(0.007) (0.122) (0.064)
[0.078] [1.000] [0.642]

N 720 720 616 584 450 350 294 275 191 370 322 309 259

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Coefficient estimates are from logit regressions where the dependent variable is cheating behavior, which takes the

value of 1 if student cheats in the creativity task, 0 otherwise. Numbers in parantheses give uncorrected p-values from logit regressions, while numbers in

brackets give Bonferroni corrected p-values. Raven score, risk, and patience are standardized. Marginal effects are reported. Standard errors are clustered

at the teacher (classroom) level.
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3.3 Timing of Cheating

Our data enables us to elicit the time of cheating by looking at the order of children’s answers given in

the circle task. Children may decide to cheat at a different point in time, such that the sample answers

provided by us may be located in a different order in the children’s answer sheet. Some children may

decide to cheat immediately when the task begins, without trying to come up with answers themselves.

In this case, children’s first answer would be either “microphone” or “ice-cream” depending on the type

of booklet. In contrast, some children might try to come up with some ideas, possibly draw several

answers on their own, and then get stuck and decide to cheat. In order to analyze this, we look at the

order of the copied answer in the children’s decision sheet.

Figure 6 shows the distribution of the time of the cheating. 45% of the cheating children copy the

other child’s sample answer immediately, drawing either “microphone” or “ice cream” in the first circle.

27% of the cheaters first draw a new object in the first circle -rather than microphone or ice-cream- and

copy the answer for the second one, while 28% of the cheaters start to cheat after drawing two other

objects. Distribution of the time of cheating is independent of the incentives (p = 0.98, Kolmogorov-

Smirnov Test).

In addition, we create a variable that indicates if the children cheat immediately or not. This vari-

able equals to 1 if the child starts to copy the first answer immediately from their peers, 0 otherwise.

We observe that the decision to cheat immediately is also independent from the incentives given to the

children (χ2test, p = 0.420). Neither the time of cheating, nor the decision to cheat immediately or not

are significantly related to any of the children/parent/classroom characteristics. 16

Figure 6: Distribution of the Time of Cheating
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3.4 Creativity and Cheating

Several recent studies in psychology show that creativity may be associated with dishonest behavior,

since both creativity and lying involve “breaking the rules” (Gino and Ariely, 2012; Gino and Wiltermuth,

2014). We should note that identifying the relationship between creativity and cheating is difficult in our

setup, since there is the possibility that having cheated in the first period itself may have led to a higher
16Regression results are available upon request.
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creative performance in the second-period task. Cheating children are exposed to more than one example,

which may help them achieve higher performance later on even when cheating is prohibited.

Next, we provide some statistics on the creative output of cheaters and non-cheaters. Table 3 sum-

marizes the mean and standard deviation of the creativity scores in each period. In the first period when

cheating is possible, cheaters have an output of 2.7 shapes drawn, whereas non-cheaters have an output

of 2.5 (the difference is insignificant, with p = 0.2622 in a Mann-Whitney test). In addition, there is

no difference between cheaters’ and non-cheaters’ originality scores in the first period when cheating is

possible (p = 0.6140). In the second period when cheating is physically prevented, cheaters in the first

period have an output of 2.6 and non-cheaters have 2.2 (Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.0063). They also have

higher originality scores than non-cheaters (Mann-Whitney test, p = 0.0562). These results suggest that

being exposed to more answers in the first period through cheating may indeed increase the performance

of cheaters in the second period, in the context of the creativity task. We also confirm these results using

linear regression models. To further examine the relationship between cheating and creativity, we look at

the first and second period creativity separately in Table 4 and 5. We first note that cheaters do not have

significantly higher creativity scores in the first period, however they are more creative than non-cheaters

in the second period. When we include additional controls this result becomes insignificant.

Cheating may be a creative solution that higher-IQ/more creative children are more likely to come up

with. In order to understand whether cheaters are more creative, we can look at the relationship between

first period cheating and second period creativity, where cheating is prevented by design. Column 1

and 3 of Table 5 show that cheaters have higher fluency and originality scores in the second period

where cheating is not possible. However, we lose the significance after controlling for IQ and other

characteristics such as economic preferences/parenting styles/parental wealth (column 2 and 4).

Although it is not the main aim of this paper, we also note some results related to creativity and

incentives that emerge from these tables. In general, incentives have little effect on creative output.

The reason for this could be that creative performance is especially open to factors such as anxiety as

compared to more repetitive tasks (Byron and Khazanchi, 2011).

Table 3: Summary Statistics

Cheater Non-cheater Difference
mean sd mean sd b t count

Period 1 (Circle):
Fluency score 2.722 1.853 2.525 1.716 -0.196 -1.419 720
Originality score 0.207 0.341 0.196 0.339 -0.012 -0.439 720
Period 2 (Line):
Fluency score 2.602 1.737 2.245 1.754 -0.357∗∗ -2.566 702
Originality score 0.256 0.359 0.191 0.309 -0.065∗∗ -2.491 702
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.
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Table 4: Cheating and Creativity (in Period 1)

Fluency Score Originality Score

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Cheating behavior 0.101 -0.130 0.041 -0.043

(0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10)
Piece Rate Incentives -0.294 -0.280∗ 0.034 0.023

(0.19) (0.16) (0.11) (0.11)
Student Characteristics:
Male -0.196∗ 0.188∗

(0.10) (0.09)
Raven Score 0.159∗∗∗ 0.115∗∗

(0.03) (0.05)
Economic Preferences:
Altruism -0.032 -0.086

(0.11) (0.14)
Risk -0.041 -0.147∗∗

(0.05) (0.06)
Patience -0.079∗ 0.001

(0.04) (0.04)
Parenting Styles:
Effort -0.008 0.026

(0.03) (0.06)
Warmth 0.072 -0.012

(0.06) (0.08)
Punishment 0.006 -0.041

(0.05) (0.05)
Expectation -0.061 -0.154

(0.13) (0.16)
Household Characteristics
High Income 0.415∗∗∗ 0.014

(0.12) (0.13)
Constant 0.227 0.326 -0.085 0.162

(0.19) (0.29) (0.11) (0.29)
Booklet controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
R2 0.03 0.12 0.00 0.05
N 720 450 720 450

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Coefficient estimates are from OLS regressions

where the dependent variable is fluency score (column 1 and 2), and the originality score

(column 3 and 4) in period 1. Raven score, risk, and patience are standardized. Standard

errors are clustered at the teacher (classroom) level.
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Table 5: Cheating and Creativity (in Period 2)

Fluency Score Originality Score

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Cheater in Period 1 0.208∗∗ 0.025 0.195∗∗ 0.117

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Piece Rate Incentives -0.072 0.012 -0.097 -0.041

(0.14) (0.09) (0.13) (0.09)
Student Characteristics:
Male -0.155 -0.028

(0.09) (0.08)
Raven Score 0.128∗∗ 0.123∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.03)
Economic Preferences:
Altruism 0.023 -0.061

(0.11) (0.08)
Risk -0.072 -0.044

(0.05) (0.04)
Patience -0.023 -0.033

(0.05) (0.04)
Parenting Styles:
Effort -0.014 0.000

(0.07) (0.08)
Warmth 0.084 -0.047

(0.07) (0.07)
Punishment -0.074 0.037

(0.06) (0.07)
Expectation -0.147 0.146

(0.11) (0.11)
Household Characteristics
High Income 0.256∗∗ 0.155

(0.11) (0.11)
Constant -0.080 0.105 -0.020 0.041

(0.16) (0.34) (0.16) (0.37)
Booklet controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
R2 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.04
N 702 432 702 432

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Coefficient estimates are from OLS regressions

where the dependent variable is fluency score (column 1 and 2), and the originality score

(column 3 and 4) in period 2. Raven score, risk, and patience are standardized. Standard

errors are clustered at the teacher (classroom) level.
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4 Discussion and Concluding Remarks

Understanding the determinants of cheating in performance environments in early educational contexts

can be important for preventing dishonest behavior in the future, especially if cheating becomes ingrained

as a habit or a character trait and persists in the longer run. In this paper, we study cheating behavior

among elementary school children and investigate the effects of providing (absolute) financial incentives

on the prevalence of cheating behavior. We use a novel experimental design to elicit cheating behavior

at the individual level using a creative performance task. Specifically, children are given two different

types of booklets with different examples. We detect cheating by the presence of a peer’s sample an-

swer in one’s own answer sheet. Complementing this with a rich dataset that contains individual and

household characteristics of the children, including gender, IQ, time/risk/other regarding preferences,

socioeconomic status and parenting styles, we analyze who cheats, and what determines the response of

cheating to incentives.

Our results show that children do not cheat more when incentives are introduced; in fact cheating

rates are very similar in both the incentive and the no incentive conditions. This is in line with lying in

die-roll-type games, where there is no aggregate effect of incentives. This may be because there is no

“allowance” for cheating as an option in our academic field setup (as is also the case in die-roll games, in

contrast with sender-receiver games), children may be more concerned and alert about the consequences

of cheating when incentives are present, as well as its rewards (Gneezy et al. (2017)). Still, while we use

attractive gifts that have been shown to motivate children of this age and socioeconomic status in other

performance contexts (see, for example, Alan et al. (2016), Alan and Ertac (2018)), it is not possible

to rule out the alternative that with steeper rewards, cheating rates may have been more responsive to

incentives. It may be worthwhile in future work to use several reward manipulations to see their impact

both on cheating and its correlates.

We find that children with higher IQ are more likely to cheat, in line with psychology studies that re-

late children’s cheating to theory of mind, and higher executive functioning ((Ding et al., 2015, 2018)).17

We also find that children from higher socioeconomic status families are more likely to cheat. However,

we find no relationship between cheating and risk or time preferences. In terms of the response to in-

centives, we find that altruistic children cheat less in the presence of financial incentives compared to

the case with no financial incentives. This suggests that altruistic children may be reluctant to materially

benefit from an unethical act. The large literature on other-regarding preferences has documented that

entitlements and source of earnings are important in determining other-regarding behavior. In general,

individuals are found to donate less from their own earned rewards as well as take less from others who

have earned their wealth (Cherry et al., 2002; Cherry and Shogren, 2008; Oxoby and Spraggon, 2008;

List, 2007)). These results may provide an explanation for our finding that altruistic children cheat less

in the presence of incentives, as children who are altruistic are likely to be also sensitive to the moral

context, and may feel more strongly that they are not entitled to the reward. To the extent that altruism is

correlated with inequality aversion (e.g. Fehr and Schmidt (1999)), it may also be that altruistic children

do not like the (advantageous) inequality that comes about because they will now potentially earn more

rewards than other children who work to find answers on their own. This finding suggests that behavior

may in fact have been heterogeneous in earlier studies on dishonest behavior that do not find a significant
17It should be noted that if the link between IQ and cheating in our sample is due to differences in development of the theory

of the mind, the link may not extend to adulthood.
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response to incentives, and highlights the importance of collecting individual characteristics. We do not

find robust results on the effect of parenting styles on cheating. Finally, our creative performance context

yields an interesting result on cheating and performance, whereby exposure to different types of answers

and learning through cheating may serve to improve one’s own performance later on.

Exploring policies to prevent dishonest behavior early on in childhood is an important agenda for

educational policy-makers. Our paper provides a first exploration of academic cheating at young age, in

a performance context where incentives can be adjusted. Future research on how to design effective in-

terventions to prevent unethical behavior in performance contexts remains important for both educational

and organizational environments.
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Appendix I

Cheater’s Example Booklets

Figure 7: Example Booklets of Cheaters

(a) Stage 1 Cheater (with booklet A) (b) Stage 1 Cheater (with booklet B)
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Table A1: Determinants of Cheating (with controls)

All No Incentive Incentive

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Piece Rate Incentives -0.021 -0.016 -0.025 -0.016 -0.016

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Student Characteristics:
Male -0.053 -0.082∗∗ -0.070∗ -0.088∗ -0.099∗∗ -0.134∗∗ -0.139∗∗ -0.157∗∗ -0.011 -0.028 -0.020 -0.048

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07)
Raven Score 0.065∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗∗ 0.061∗∗∗ 0.045 0.071∗∗∗ 0.058∗∗ 0.062∗ 0.053 0.061∗ 0.067∗∗ 0.067∗∗ 0.048

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Economic Preferences:
Altruism -0.064∗ -0.062∗ -0.046 0.003 -0.002 0.040 -0.128∗∗∗ -0.123∗∗∗ -0.113∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Risk -0.011 -0.012 -0.018 0.012 0.001 0.001 -0.029 -0.023 -0.032

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Patience 0.010 0.014 -0.008 0.022 0.026 0.002 0.002 -0.000 -0.025

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Parenting Styles:
Effort -0.029 -0.029 -0.037 -0.046 -0.020 -0.020

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
Warmth 0.036 0.015 -0.016 -0.064 0.076∗∗ 0.076∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.04)
Punishment -0.017 -0.010 -0.029 0.006 -0.004 -0.022

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Expectation 0.109∗∗ 0.095 0.183∗∗ 0.225∗∗ 0.066 0.027

(0.05) (0.06) (0.09) (0.11) (0.07) (0.08)
Household Characteristics
High Income 0.125∗∗∗ 0.124∗ 0.115

(0.04) (0.07) (0.07)
Booklet and classroom controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 720 720 616 584 450 350 294 275 191 370 322 309 259

Note: * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Coefficient estimates are from logit regressions where the dependent variable is cheating behavior, which takes the value of 1 if student cheats in the

creativity task, 0 otherwise. Raven score, risk, and patience are standardized. Marginal effects are reported. Standard errors are clustered at the teacher (classroom) level.
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Appendix II

Instructions for Creativity Task (with Incentives)

Below instructions are for the treatment with incentives. Instructions for the no-incentive treatment is

available upon request.

Hello everyone. We are coming from Koç University and we will play fun games with you for 2

class hours. Based on your decisions in these games, you will earn different gifts from us. We brought

you very nice gifts [Show the gift basket].

You need tokens to get gifts from the gift basket. We will ask you make some choices in these games.

You will earn tokens based on your decisions and your choices. The more tokens you have at the end of

the game, the more gifts you can get from the gift basket. OK?

We have an important rule: not to comment at all on how the game is going, why you choose, whether

you were successful... Keeping your choices secret is very important. And you should not ask others

what they are choosing.

We are going to play three different games in this class [Write down Game 1, Game 2, Game 3 on

the board]. Now we will distribute a booklet with all the games that we will play with you. Please don’t

turn the pages until we tell you so. You all need to be on the same page at the same time, and you don’t

go back to a previous page. Ok?

[VERY IMPORTANT: There are 2 types of booklets. Children who sit next to each other should get

a different type of booklet]

First, you’ll write your name, last name, and classroom on the front page and wait. Do not turn the

page yet.

[Don’t allow children to give examples in this game, the examples that they give may affect the other

children’s answers] Now we are playing the first game. The game will consist of four parts: Part 1, Part

2, Part 3, Part 4 [Write this on the board]. At the very end of the game will have a draw, and choose one

of the parts randomly. Whichever part comes out, you get rewards only based on what you earned in that

part. Let’s give an example. Suppose someone would earn 3 gifts from the Part 1, 4 gifts from Part 2, 1

gift from Part 3, 2 gifts from Part 4. In the draw at the end, Part 2 came out. How many gifts does this

person actually get? 1. Not 10 gifts, because gifts don’t accumulate. Therefore, don’t think “I win a lot

of gifts in the first parts” because any of the four parts can be the one that has been drawn.

Now listen carefully. In the first game, you will see a shape in your booklets. We ask you to complete

this shape in order to create a meaningful object.

For example suppose we give you a triangle as a shape [Draw a triangle on the board, and draw a

line underneath]. You will complete this shape and make it a meaningful object. Suppose you complete

this shape to a house [Show it by drawing] and write down the name of the object underneath [Write it

down]. One of your friend draw a hat [Again draw it] and write hat under the object.

It is very important that your drawings are understandable. If you don’t write down the name of the

object you draw, you can’t get a gift from us. Or if your drawing is not understandable and it does not

match with what draw -with your answer- you can’t get a gift from us.

Let’s say one of your friends draw a tail to the triangle and write down “dog” underneath. Is it ok?

No, because a dog can’t be a triangle. Or one of your friends completed the triangle to the letter “A”. It

is not valid because letter is not an object. OK?
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So what’s our aim in this game? Drawing as many objects as possible. You will earn more gifts as

you draw more different objects.

For example, someone completes the triangles as house, hat, pine tree. How many gifts this person

can get from us? 3, right? Suppose someone draw a house and a school. How many gifts would your

friend who completes the shapes this way get? [Draw both of them]. Just 1. Why? Because both of them

are the same shape. We give them 1 gift because he/she finds the house, but we don’t give extra gift for

school. Do you understand?

Also we have an important rule. The shape that you see in the paper should be a part of the object. If

someone draw a car inside the triangle and writes down car [Show it by drawing], is this answer valid?

No, because triangle is not a part of the car. Right?

Now everyone will have 3 minutes, we will count the time. You will see a different shape in your

booklet than triangle. You will try to complete this shape to as many different objects as possible. You

will earn more gifts as you draw more different objects.

Since it is our first part, we give everyone an example object in the booklets. Everyone has a different

example shape which is correct. Please try to find as many objects as you can without looking each other’s

booklet.

Ready? Start...Ok your time is up! Now please turn the page and wait until we explain this part.

Now we will explain the rules of the second part of the game. You will see a circle in this part. But

this time you will complete only one circle.

So how do you get gifts from this part? It will depend on how different and new your drawing is

[Don’t use the word original]. So how do we know that your answer is different from the others or not?

We played this game in another school with 100 kids. They have drawn shapes like you do. In this part,

let’s say you draw something. We will look at how many of these children draw the same shape as you

do. Your aim is to find an object that not drawn by too many children. For example, think about the

triangle example. Let’s say 70 children out of 100 draw a house. Is it an answer which is so different?

[Ask them] No, because a lot of children have found the same answer, so it is an answer easily found by

others. So if you draw a house you don’t get any gifts.

However, if your answer, let’s say hat, is given by very few children, your answer is different and new

and you get more gifts. In this part, you should think “Has my answer been found by other children?”.

You should give an answer that has not been found by other children. If your answer is given by less

than 10 children out of 100, which means very few children think of it, you get two gifts from us. If you

find an answer found by more than 10 children, you don’t get any gift.

You can draw an object that you have drawn in the first part, or you can draw a brand new object. It

is not important if you come up with this object before. You should draw an object that you think that is

different and new, not found by many other children.

(After 1 minute). Now please turn the next page.
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Figure 8: Different Booklets in Circle Task

(a) Booklet A
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Figure 9: Line Task
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Convex Time Budget Task

Now, we will explain the second game. Don’t forget, you will be able to win gifts from the third game,

and this is not the only one. The decisions that you make in this game will determine HOW MUCH gifts

you will get and WHEN to get them. In our gift basket, we have different types of gifts with different

sizes. You need tokens to get them. You will have as many gifts as the number of tokens that you have.

We have different types of gifts in our gift basket. You need 1 whole token to get from these larger

gifts [Show an example gift, draw on complete circle on the board]. Some of the gifts can be taken with

half token [Show an example gift, draw a half circle on the board], and you need half token to get them.

You can get one large gift with two half tokens. According to your decisions in the games you will get

some tokens and use these tokens to get gifts from our gift basket. OK?

In this game, you have 5 tokens [Draw 5 circles on the board]. We have two different boxes [Draw

two boxes on the board, and draw lines that passes through the two box]. One of them is today box

[Show the box on the left] and you can get the gifts that you put in this box today immediately. If you

put one token in this box, you get one gift today, if you put two tokens you get two gifts today etc... The

other box is one week later box, and you get the gifts that you put in this box one week later, you cannot

get them today. Don’t worry, you will definitely get your gifts one week later, don’t think that the gifts

wouldn’t arrive. Your teacher also knows that. We will bring a gift basket with everyone’s name on it.

We will bring it exactly one week later. What day is today? [Tell them what day is today] Today is X

day. Your gifts will arrive exactly one week later, on X day, we promised your teacher, OK? Don’t worry

about it.

This box is different than the other box. Any token that is put into this urn give birth to other tokens!
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Each token that you put in this urn becomes 1 and a half tokens [Show this by drawing a half token next

to the one token]. Is it clear?

For example if I want to get all of my gifts today, and put all my 5 tokens into the today urn, how

many gifts do I get? [Show it by drawing]. And how many gifts do I get one week later? Zero, right?

If I get 4 gifts today with my 5 tokens, and leave one token to the next week, how many gifts do I

get? One gift today and one and a half gift next week, because one token that we want one week later

gives birth to half token [Show it by drawing].

If I get 3 gifts with my 3 tokens now, and leave 2 tokens to the next week, how many gifts do I get?

I get 3 gifts today, and 3 gifts next week, because two token that we want one week later gives birth to

half token [Show it by drawing].

If I get 2 gifts with my 2 token now, and leave 3 tokens to the next week, how many gifts do I get?

[Ask the children] Today 2 gifts, 4 and a half gift next week.

If I get 1 gifts with my 1 token now, and leave 4 tokens to the next week, how many gifts do I get?

[Ask the children] Today 1 gift, 6 gifts next week.

If I put all my tokens into the one week later box...I get 0 gifts today, and get 7 and a half gifts next

week.

OK? Do you understand?

Is there a right or wrong thing to do in this game? No. You can choose any option that you want, and

there is no right or wrong thing to do. You will think about how much of your gifts you get today, and

how much of it you want one week later, and choose only one of the options.

Now please turn the page and read everything on this page, and choose one of the six options. Think

carefully and don’t make a choice without reading every option carefully.

Experimenters draw below image to illustrate different choices presented to the children.

Children are asked choose one of the 6 options given below
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Options below shows how much gift you want to get today,

and how much gift you want to get one week later.

Please look at all the options and choose only one of them.

5 tokens today AND 0 tokens 1 week later

4 tokens today AND 1 and a half tokens one week later

3 tokens today AND 3 tokens one week later

2 tokens today AND 4 and a half tokens one week later

1 tokens today AND 6 tokens one week later

0 tokens today AND 7 and a half tokens one week later

Risk Task

Now we will explain our third game. In this game each one of you will have 5 small tokens. Each small

token corresponds to a gift equal value. For example, one token corresponds to 1 small gift, two tokens

correspond to 2 small gifts, three tokens to 3 small gifts etc. How many tokens you have will determine

how many gifts you will get at the end of the game.

Now here is a bowl [draw a bowl on the board]. You can put as many tokens as you want in this

bowl. The tokens you do not put in the bowl are yours to keep. What will happen to the tokens you put

in the bowl depends on chance. These tokens will either multiply or they will be lost. How? Here is a

bag with two balls in it, one of them is yellow and the other one is purple [show bag and balls]. If this

game is selected, your class president will draw a ball without looking. The yellow ball is the good ball:

If you draw this ball, the tokens you put in the bowl will triple. The purple ball is the bad ball: If you

draw this ball, all of the tokens you put in the bowl will be lost. That is, depending on the color of the

ball you draw, you have a 50-50 chance of losing or winning. If this game is selected at the end, the color

of the ball along with how many tokens you put in the bowl will determine how many coupons you will

get. Now we will go over some examples to make sure that everyone understood the rules:

Assume that you did not put any tokens in the bowl [Draw all 5 tokens outside of the bowl, on the

board]. Then, since you kept all of your five tokens you get 5 gifts for sure.

Assume that you put one token in the cup and kept 4 [Draw one token in the bowl on the board, draw

the remaining ones outside]. Assume that your friend draws the purple ball. You lose all of your tokens

in the bowl. Since you had kept 4 of your tokens, you get 4 gifts.

Now assume that your friend draws the yellow ball, then the one token in the cup triples and becomes

three tokens [Draw two more tokens in the cup]. You had already kept 4 tokens, so in total you have 7

tokens. Therefore, you will get 7 gifts.

Assume that you put 4 tokens in the bowl and kept one of them [Draw on the board]. Assume that

your friend draws the purple ball. You lose all of your tokens in the bowl. Since you had kept one of

your tokens, you get 1 gift. Now assume that your friend draws the yellow ball. The 4 tokens in the bowl

triple and become 12 tokens. You had kept one token, so in total you have 13 tokens which correspond

to 13 gifts.

Assume that you put all of your tokens in the bowl [Draw on the board]. Assume that your friend

draws the purple ball. Then you lose all the tokens in the bowl and since you did not keep any, you get
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0 gift. Now, assume that your friend draws the yellow ball. Then your tokens in the bowl triple and

you get 15 tokens in total, which correspond to 15 gifts. Did you understand the rules of the game?

Any questions? [The decision-making will not start until the students answer the following questions

correctly]

Assume that you put two tokens in the bowl and keep three tokens. Assume that your friend draws

the yellow ball. How many gifts would you get? [Correct answer is 9]. Assume that your friend draws

the purple ball; how many gifts would you get? [Correct answer is 3].

Assume that you put three tokens in the bowl and you keep two tokens. Assume that your friend

draws the yellow ball. How many gifts would you get? [Correct answer is 11]. Assume that your friend

draws the purple ball; how many gifts would you get? [Correct answer is 2].

Now turn the page. You will mark the number of tokens that you want to put in the bowl on your

decision sheet. The rewards you will get will be determined based on this decision and the color of the

ball that your friend draws. Make your decision quietly and do not show your booklet to anyone.

[Collect the booklets, if the children is sitting alone write down T on his/her booklet]

Now your class president will draw a ball from this bag. According to the type of the ball, either

everyone lose the gifts in the bowl or not. [Call out the class president’s name to draw the ball]

Survey Questions for Parenting Styles

4 point item scale: completely agree, agree, disagree, completely disagree.

Parental Effort

• My mother/father is interested in my homework/school projects, and asks about school.

• My mother/father does not listen to what I tell her because she/he is too busy.

Punishment

• My mother/father screams at me a lot when she is angry, she/he always punishes me.

• My mother/father always controls me, does not leave me alone.

Warmth

• My mother/father always hugs me, kisses me and tells me good things.

• My mother/father talks to me, plays games with me.

Expectation

• My mother/father expects me to be more successful than other children.
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Donation Task

There are some children in a different school where we were not able to visit, and they did not receive

any gifts from us. How many gifts, if any, would you like to donate? (Donating is voluntary; you do not

have to donate. If you decide to give some of your gifts, we will get some of your gifts you win today

and give them to these children) Please write down the number of gifts you want to donate (If you don’t

want to give any of your gifts, write down 0).
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